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APPENDIX B

Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea’s Response to the Mayor of 
London’s Draft Transport Strategy

CHAPTER 1 – THE CHALLENGE

1) London faces a number of growing challenges to the sustainability of its 

transport system. To re-examine the way people move about the city in the 

context of these challenges, it is important that they have been correctly 

identified. 

Please provide your views on the challenges outlined in the strategy, and describe 
any others you think should be considered.

This chapter is not sufficiently clear in articulating the challenges that the Strategy 
must address. For example, the headings within the chapter, such as “Streets and 
cars” would be more useful if they highlighted problems such as pollution, physical 
inactivity, and congestion. There is little mention of congestion, and tackling poor air 
quality - perhaps the biggest single transport challenge we face in Central and Inner 
London is less prominent than we would expect. 

The final MTS should contain a brief but definitive list of the specific challenges 
identified. 

CHAPTER 2 – THE VISION 

2) The Mayor’s vision is to create a future London that is not only home to more 
people, but is a better place for all of those people to live and work in. The aim is 
that, by 2041, 80 per cent of Londoners’ trips will be made on foot, by cycle or 
using public transport. 

To what extent do you support or oppose this proposed vision and its central aim? 

We agree with and support the vision of London becoming a better place in which to 
live and work. 

Whilst the vision’s core target is a measurable one, designed to assess the success 
of the final MTS, albeit in 2041, we are not convinced it aligns with most people’s 
everyday ideas of a true vision for transport – such as less congestion, better air 
quality, improved public transport, safer cycling and walking routes and improved road 
safety. Furthermore, 80 per cent ‘across London’ becomes meaningless when the 
differences between Outer, Inner and Central London are so great. There is a danger 
that setting a target of 80 percent of Londoners’ trips to be made on foot, by cycle or 
using public transport could be interpreted as not relevant to much of Central and Inner 
London, where this mode share is already close to being achieved. According to TfL’s 
latest ‘Travel in London’ report from 2016, the percentage of trips in the Royal Borough 
made by foot, cycle or public transport is 73 per cent. 
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Whilst we agree with the focus on a mode shift towards walking, cycling and public 
transport, we would appreciate a clear policy from the Mayor of London and TfL on 
where the needs of these three modes conflict. In some locations it is very difficult to 
deliver satisfactory improvements for all three groups even if we were minded to 
accept increased congestion and delays for other road user groups. 

Boroughs find it frustrating when TfL network management refuse proposals for
improving the street environment to due to concerns regarding the impacts on bus 
reliability. Clearly, bus passengers will nearly always begin and end their journeys on 
foot, but the pedestrian benefits of, say, additional crossing facilities, are harder to 
quantify than their negative impact on journey times for buses and general traffic. The 
various departments of TfL itself with the help of the Cycling and Walking 
Commissioner need to buy into the Mayor’s agenda here, to try and better balance the 
needs of these three core road user groups as identified in the draft MTS.

3) To support this vision, the strategy proposes to pursue the following further 
aims: 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the aims set out in this chapter?

• by 2041, for all Londoners to do at least the 20 minutes of active travel they 

need to stay healthy each day; 

• for no one to be killed in, or by, a London bus by 2030, and for deaths and 

serious injuries from all road collisions to be eliminated from our streets by 

2041;

• for all buses to be zero emission by 2037, for all new road vehicles driven in 

London to be zero emission by 2040, and for London’s entire transport system 

to be zero emission by 2050; 

• by 2041, to reduce traffic volumes by about 6 million vehicle kilometres per 

day, including reductions in freight traffic at peak times, to help keep streets 

operating efficiently for essential business and the public;

• to open Crossrail 2 by 2033; 

• to create a London suburban metro by the late 2020s, with suburban rail 

services being devolved to the Mayor;

 to improve the overall accessibility of the transport system including, by 2041, 

halving the average additional time taken to make a public transport journey 

on the step-free network compared with the full network;

• to apply the principles of good growth. 

We agree with all the above aims but would also like to see additional ones on reducing 
congestion and improving on-street journey times and reliability.

We would also like to see the target date for making the transport system accessible 
brought forward, especially with respect to step-free access at rail and tube stations.
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CHAPTER 3 – HEALTHY STREETS AND HEALTHY PEOPLE 

4) Policy 1 and proposals 1-8 set out the Mayor’s draft plans for improving walking 
and cycling environments (see pages 46 to 58). 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would achieve an improved 
environment for walking and cycling? Please also describe any other measures you 
think should be included. 

We support this policy and proposals. We welcome efforts to improve the environment 
for walking but question whether these will actually increase walking levels on their 
own. Some additional sticks and / or carrots may be required to achieve a significant 
shift from buses to walking / cycling. 

Proposal 3 needs to define exactly what a ‘high-quality, safe cycle route’ is. TfL officers 
have suggested that this may be a ‘Super Highway’ in some places and ‘Quietways’ 
in others, which we would like to see clarified in the final MTS. 

Assuming Quietways are regarded as a high quality, safe cycle route – and we believe 
they should be – then, 57 per cent of our residents already live within 400 metres of a 
high quality cycle route. With the introduction of our initial Phase 2 Quietways, we 
should be on track to exceed the target of 70 per cent within the next few years and 
reach 90 per cent if we successfully implement all our Phase 2 Quietways. Whilst this 
target will be challenging in outer boroughs, it is another one that risks becoming
meaningless when the differences between Outer, Inner and Central London are so 
great. 

There is no mention of encouraging the use of electric bikes which some people may 
find useful for making longer journeys, for shopping or for smaller freight deliveries. 

We welcome Proposal 6 to increase the use of TfL’s Cycle Hire but are disappointed 
that there is no mention of expanding the scheme itself – for example to North 
Kensington, where our residents have poorer public transport alternatives to private 
car use. The final Proposal also needs a clear statement on whether and how the 
Mayor believes dock-less cycle hire can work in London.

Proposal 7 will need appropriate funding made available. We feel that having an up-
to-date active travel plan should be a statutory requirement for all schools, both public 
and private; the final draft MTS should consider this.

On Proposal 8 we already work with residents to close local streets for one-off events 
such as street parties. Whilst such closures are popular with those using the street, 
they are inevitably less so with residents of immediate alternative routes. This also 
applies to partial closures which prevent through traffic but allow resident access and 
servicing. The draft MTS does not acknowledge the difficulties associated with road 
closures, and in our view makes a weak case for them as a tool for delivering the MTS 
objectives. 



4

5) Policy 2 and proposals 9-11 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to reduce road 
danger and improve personal safety and security (see pages 62 to 67). 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would reduce road danger 
and improve personal safety and security? Please also describe any other measures 
you think should be included. 

We welcome all efforts to further reduce collisions and improve road safety across 
London and also recognise that addressing perceived road safety problems is 
important in achieving modal shift. 

We would like to see more guidance in the final MTS on where the Mayor believes 
that lowering speed limits to 20 mph is appropriate. We know that vulnerable road 
users are more likely to survive a collision at 20 mph than at 30 mph, but we also know 
that reducing the limit has little impact on average speeds, due largely to the lack of 
police enforcement. We are also yet to see any evidence that the growth in 20 mph 
limits in central London has led to reduced collisions and injuries. 

Enforcing speed limits is clearly not a current police priority. We would like to see a 
commitment in the final MTS by the police to enforce all speed limits effectively. If such 
a commitment is not realistic, then the MTS needs to show how compliance can be 
achieved in other ways, for instance by the better use of technology such as ‘black 
box’ or telematics used by some insurance companies to monitor driving speeds and 
styles.

We question whether ‘Vision Zero’ is really achievable. For example, we investigate 
all fatalities that occur in the borough with the police and, regrettably, the vast majority 
of them would not have been prevented by engineering, education or enforcement 
measures.

The recent delays in the distribution of personal injury collision data from the police via 
TfL to the boroughs, and the poor quality of that data since changes were made to the 
way it is reported and processed are a real cause of concern. They represent a major 
risk to our ability both to monitor our progress against safety targets, and more 
importantly to identify solutions that would reduce existing collisions. 

We would also like to see the police make better use of the separate vehicle type 
categories for taxis and private hire vehicles (PHVs) in their reporting of personal injury 
collision data so boroughs can better monitor and understand the incidence of each 
mode in collisions. At present, they tend to class all taxis and PHVs as taxis.

6) Policy 3 and proposals 12-14 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to ensure that crime 
and the fear of crime remain low on London’s streets and transport system (see 
pages 68 to 69). 
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To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would ensure that crime and 
the fear of crime remain low on London’s streets and transport system? Please also 
describe any other measures you think should be included. 

We welcome all efforts to improve the personal safety and security of people as they 
move around London, though there is currently no mention of reducing cycle theft 
which can deter people from taking up cycling and from cycling on non-commuting 
trips. 

In light of recent events we would like to see the MTS cover the Mayor’s thoughts on 
sensitive hostile vehicle mitigation, which might well be at odds with the Healthy 
Streets vision. 

7) Policy 4 and proposals 15-17 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to prioritise space-
efficient modes of transport to tackle congestion and improve the efficiency of 
streets for essential traffic, including freight (see pages 70 to 78). 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would tackle congestion and 
improve the efficiency of streets? Please also describe any other measures you think 
should be included.

We agree that congestion is largely a function of demand outstripping supply and that 
people switching to more space-efficient modes will help reduce it. However, we have 
recently seen huge rises in congestion on the periphery of the East-West Cycle 
Superhighway, just as TfL’s modelling predicted. Improving facilities for pedestrians 
also comes at a price in terms of congestion. Reducing supply by reallocating road 
space to cycling, for example, does not itself reduce demand significantly. The draft 
MTS is very vague on how reducing demand, in relation to private cars, freight, taxis 
and private hire vehicles, can be achieved. Crucially, there also needs to be a sea-
change in consumers’ attitudes towards freight deliveries. People who wouldn’t 
contemplate driving to work in central London are generating huge numbers of van 
trips without really thinking about the consequences, and in ways that were not 
possible a decade or so ago. We believe there is a strong case for the Mayor to take 
the lead in educating the public about the need to manage and minimise the freight 
journeys associated with their purchasing decisions.

We feel Proposal 15 (d) is too ambitious given traffic speeds in central London and the 
lack of available brownfield land. With regard to Proposal 15 (e) – A missed delivery 
generates at least two trips whereas a work place delivery at least guarantees receipt 
of the delivery. In general, most people will prefer to collect closer to their home as 
they don’t need to commute with their delivery so if the network of collection points is 
expanded the number of work place deliveries should naturally reduce. TfL can help 
by having lockers at every tube station. Network Rail should be encouraged to convert 
some retail units into locker space

We support Proposal 16 but would like to see it amended by replacing “where 
practicable” to “where capacity is not required to meet passenger demand” and the 
inclusion of the use of London’s canal network for moving freight.
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We fully support car clubs but would like to see some mention of floating car clubs and 
a view on their impact on car use for trips that are currently made by other modes. 
This is a clear example where new technologies are presenting policy makers with 
new choices, and the MTS gives no strategic direction on the issue. Proposal 17 is 
currently unclear as to what is meant by ‘a reduction in the availability of private 
parking’? Does this mean wholly private off-street parking or any parking facility for 
private vehicles? 

8) Proposals 18 and 19 set out the Mayor’s proposed approach to road user 
charging (see pages 81 to 83). 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposed approach to road user 
charges? Please also describe any other measures you think should be included. 

We support the investigation of alternative road user charging systems and the better 
use of technology. TfL officers tell us that some form of road user charging is needed 
if London is to achieve the target of 80 per cent of trips to be on foot, by cycle or public 
transport by 2041. However, there are no timelines associated with Proposals 18 and 
19, which is in marked contrast to the Ultra-Low Emission Zone proposals. 

We feel that any future road user charging should apply to all car use -  including taxis, 
PHVs and car club vehicles.

9) Proposals 20 and 21 set out the Mayor’s proposed approach to localised traffic 
reduction strategies (see page 83).

To what extent do you agree or disagree with this approach? Please also describe any 
other measures you think should be included. 

We welcome the recognition that different approaches to reducing vehicle demand 
might be needed in different parts of London. However, there is nothing really new in 
the MTS other than local road user charging or workplace parking levies, which will 
generally be less effective and less viable if introduced unilaterally. The MTS should 
indicate how multiple charging schemes would be coordinated so as to minimise 
confusion to the public. Boroughs’ LIPs are already essentially traffic reduction 
strategies. See our comments under Questions 4 and 7 on filtered permeability and 
road space reallocation. Retiming freight movements does offer some scope to reduce 
local traffic but five years on from the Olympics the MTS offers very little to make it 
happen. The Mayor really needs to start a public debate about the trade-off between 
noise impacts and the congestion, air quality and safety benefits if we are ever to see 
more widespread overnight deliveries and servicing.

The Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) carries a huge volume of traffic 
across and around London but the MTS gives scant detail of what TfL plans to do to 
reduce it. 

10) Policies 5 and 6 and proposals 22-40 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to reduce 
emissions from road and rail transport, and other sources, to help London 
become a zero carbon city (see pages 86 to 103). 
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To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would help London become 
a zero carbon city? Please also describe any other measures you think should be 
included. 

We largely support these Policies and Proposals and have already responded to 
recent consultations on the future of the Ultra-Low Emission Zone. There is not much 
detail on plans for rolling out electric vehicle charging across London and on the TLRN 
and no assessment of the potential for lamp column charging against stand-alone 
chargers or future technologies.

There is no detail in Proposal 24 as to what ‘the additional emergency measures to 
reduce or restrict vehicle use’ might be, so we cannot comment on it.

11) Policies 7 and 8 and proposals 41- 47 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to protect 
the natural and built environment, to ensure transport resilience to climate 
change, and to minimise transport-related noise and vibration (see pages 104 to 
111). 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would achieve this? Please 
also describe any other measures you think should be included.

We generally support these Policies and Proposals. 

We want to see Proposal 42 (implementing sustainable drainage infrastructure) 
strengthened by reference to TfL’s SUDS Guide, which it produced in late 2016. 

We support the intention in Policy 8 to make London’s transport resilient to severe 
weather and climate change and the key challenges identified on page 208. We 
question whether TfL has the funding available to do this and the timescales it is 
seeking. We want to understand the level of priority TfL gives to resilience and climate 
change on its networks given the inevitability of funding pressures. 

We propose that any new transport infrastructure be future-proofed to ensure 
resilience is built into the system. For example, new flood risk management schemes 
must include a climate change allowance to ensure a scheme is future proofed. Such 
an approach should be taken by TfL in its transport schemes. 

We support the proposals for noise given in Proposal 46 whilst recognising there are 
potential tensions between retiming deliveries to night time for road safety reasons 
and disturbing the sleep of residents. It is unclear who will be responsible for 
monitoring noise levels in Proposal 46d).

We want TfL to consider a noise standard for all vehicles, focusing on vehicles that 
are adapted to be intentionally noisier, such as motorbikes, supercars and vehicles 
with wide-bore exhaust systems. We welcome Proposal 46f) but would like to see it 
strengthened further with some action rather than simply ‘to investigate’. It also needs 
to address how to deal with excessive noise from foreign registered ‘supercars’ 
imported and used on our streets temporarily. 
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In the same way we support the proposals for reducing noise from rail set out in 
Proposal 47, although none of these are particularly ground-breaking and will only be 
achieved in the long-term due to their reliance on procurement. 

CHAPTER 4 – A GOOD PUBLIC TRANSPORT EXPERIENCE 

12) Policy 9 and proposal 48 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to provide an attractive 
whole-journey experience that will encourage greater use of public transport, 
walking and cycling (see pages 118 to 119).

To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would provide an attractive 
whole journey experience? Please also describe any other measures you think should 
be included. 

We support Policy 9 and proposal 48. One of the first things people see outside many 
stations are dirty and largely redundant phone boxes cluttering the footway. There are 
significant legal constraints on boroughs’ ability to remove these items, and boroughs 
would appreciate support in the MTS on this issue, particularly in the form of the 
promotion of appropriate enforcement powers for Councils. 

13) Policies 10 and 11 and proposals 49 and 50 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to 
ensure public transport is affordable and to improve customer service (see pages 
121 to 125).

To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would improve customer 
service and affordability of public transport? Please also describe any other measures 
you think should be included. 

We note the commitment by the Mayor to freeze fares across the TfL-operated 
transport network. Self-evidently, freezing fares in a time of rising inflation will improve 
affordability. There is no reference to part-time or off peak season tickets which we 
would like to see TfL consider introducing to encourage and cater for flexible working 
and to help reduce peak-time overcrowding. There is also no reference to continuing 
with free travel for the over sixties using the 60+ London Oyster card.

We welcome Policy 11 and Proposal 50 to improve customer service across public 
transport modes. 

14) Policy 12 and proposals 51 and 52 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to improve the 
accessibility of the transport system, including an Accessibility Implementation 
Plan (see pages 127 to 129). 
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To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would improve accessibility 
of the transport system? Please also describe any other measures you think should 
be included. 

We strongly support Policy 12 and proposals 51 and 52 agree that it is important 
London’s streets and public transport network are accessible to all. However, we 
would like to see more detail on how stations will be prioritised for installing step-free 
access to meet the aim of halving the average additional time taken to make a journey 
on the step-free network. 

Proposal 51 needs to acknowledge the importance of consistently accurate i-bus 
information (both on-screen and verbal announcements), seats in bus shelters to allow 
people to rest whilst waiting for a bus and the incorporation of perching seats into new 
bus designs to assist those who have difficulty using low-level seating.

15) Policy 13 and proposals 53 and 54 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to transform 
the bus network; to ensure it offers faster, more reliable, comfortable and 
convenient travel where it is needed (see pages 133 to 137). 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would achieve this? Please 
also describe any other measures you think should be included. 

We welcome Policy 13 in highlighting the importance of buses in improving public 
transport access in and around London. We also support the need to improve bus 
reliability times but see little new here on how to achieve that. As we have noted 
elsewhere, the MTS says surprisingly little on tackling road congestion. There is no 
acknowledgement that reallocating road space to buses will mean more delays and 
queuing for other traffic. Given the air quality claims of improving bus priority in this 
chapter we would like to see the likely air quality impacts of major bus priority schemes 
modelled. We would also like to see more detail on the Bus Priority Strategy in the 
final MTS; at present, it appears to be limited to the plan in Figure 19. 

We also support the need to introduce new bus routes to access areas of new 
development.

We have concerns that Proposal 53, to adjust bus service volumes, will result in 
unacceptable decreases in frequency and could lead to a thinning out of essential bus 
routes or services across the borough. This proposal gives TfL very broad scope to 
adjust bus services and it is imperative that boroughs have an early opportunity to 
engage with TfL on any such plans. TfL needs to share its bus usage data with 
boroughs regularly so they can see how supply and demand changes on routes in 
their area over time. The recent example of TfL’s approach to redistributing bus 
services from / to the Oxford Street area led to a routes in the Royal Borough suffering 
a disproportionately high number of broken trips, to the detriment of our residents.
Proposal 54 currently lacks any commentary on the scope for freeing up some bus 
capacity by encouraging people to walk rather than use a bus for shorter trips. 
Technology could be used to inform passengers when it would be quicker to walk to a 
given destination than to wait for a bus, and also to tell them whether the next bus to 
arrive is already crowded. 
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16) Policy 14 and proposals 55 to 67 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to improve rail 
services by improving journey times and tackling crowding (see pages 140 to 
166).

To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would achieve this? Please 
also describe any other measures you think should be included. 

We support Policy 14 and its underlying proposals to improve rail based services. 
However, our residents in the north of the borough will not see improved journey times 
or less crowding on existing services unless the Elizabeth line serves a new station at 
Kensal Portobello, for which we have been lobbying for many years. The MTS is 
disappointingly silent on the scope for new stations on the line to increase its potential 
to unlock more jobs and housing, particularly where it passes Opportunity Areas such 
as Kensal Canalside.

We welcome the MTS support for Crossrail 2 and remain committed to a station at 
Kings Road, Chelsea. This would bring around 5,000 homes within a ten-minute walk 
of an underground station for the first time and greatly expand public transport choices 
for many more households. 

We would like to see Proposal 55 extended to include information campaigns such as 
the one encouraging people to walk from Leicester Square station to Covent Garden.

Proposals 58 and 59 should also cover increased resilience when services are 
disrupted e.g. more turning points, options for reworked timetables and better live 
information on the causes and alternatives.

Devolution of all rail services to TfL would likely result in an increase in Freedom Pass 
costs which fall to the boroughs. This needs to be addressed so that there is no 
increased financial burden on boroughs resulting from devolving any further rail 
services.

17) Policies 15 to 18 and proposals 68 to 74 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to ensure 
river services, regional and national rail connections, coaches, and taxi and 
private hire contribute to the delivery of a fully inclusive and well-connected public 
transport system. The Mayor’s policy to support the growing night-time economy 
is also set out in this section (see pages 176 to 187). 
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To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would deliver a well-
connected public transport system? Please also describe any other measures you 
think should be included.

We strongly support Policy 15 and Proposal 68 to make better use of the River Thames 
for passengers and freight and to better integrate river services with walking and 
cycling and would like to see them expanded to cover London’s canal network. 

We would like to see Proposal 72 acknowledge that the scope for on-street coach 
facilities is extremely limited.

We support Policy 17 but would like to see it include a commitment to minimising noise 
disturbance and addressing anti-social behaviour and crime.

‘Affordable’ needs to be added to the list in Policy 18 regarding taxis and PHVs. 
London taxi fares are beyond the reach of many people yet the current lack of 
accessible PHVs means taxis are largely the main option for people in wheelchairs, 
not all of whom benefit from Taxicard. 

We support Proposal 73 to seek additional powers to limit the overall numbers of 
private hire vehicles in London. We also need to encourage an increased availability 
of accessible PHVs to provide some real competition to taxis for wheelchair users. 

Proposal 73 needs to acknowledge that taxis and PHVs also contribute to congestion 
and air pollution and encouraging people switch to other modes would also require 
reducing their usage. We are seeing that a very high, and probably growing, proportion 
of all vehicles parked illegally or obstructively on our streets are cars with drivers 
present inside them, often with their engines idling, whether they be private chauffeurs, 
PHVs or in some cases, notably outside Harrods, taxi drivers over-ranking. These 
cause congestion, pollution, and immense frustration to other road users and 
residents, who do not appreciate the difficulties of enforcing against cars with driver 
present. Given that TFL licenses taxis and PHVs, the MTS needs to recognise the 
impact that this activity can have in terms of healthy streets, and identify solutions 

We are pleased that the Mayor recognises the nuisance caused by pedicabs in 
central London and will provide whatever support we can in pressing for specific 
primary legislation to regulate their use, including specific licensing powers for
boroughs. 

CHAPTER 5 – NEW HOMES AND JOBS 

18) Policy 19 and proposals 75 to 77 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to ensure that 
new homes and jobs are delivered in line with the transport principles of ‘good 
growth’ (see pages 193 to 200).

To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would achieve this? Please 
also describe any other measures you think should be included. 
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We strongly support Policy 19 and proposals 75 and 76. These confirm that transport 
provision making it easier and more attractive to walk, cycle and use public transport 
is the key to supporting higher development densities and improved wellbeing. We 
agree that car-free schemes should be delivered at accessible locations and that 
development should be designed to engender sustainable travel behaviour and to 
create healthy and active places. 

Proposal 77 relates to embedding efficient freight and servicing in new development 
and we support this proposal. We share the objective that servicing should occur 
outside of peak hours and that the number of motorised servicing vehicles should be 
rationalised as far as is practicable to achieve this.

19) Proposals 78 to 95 set out the Mayor’s draft plans to use transport to support and 
direct good growth, including delivering new rail links, extensions and new 
stations, improving existing public transport services, providing new river 
crossings, decking over roads and transport infrastructure and building homes 
on TfL land (see pages 202 to 246). 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that these plans would ensure that transport 
is used to support and direct good growth? Please also describe any other measures 
you think should be included. 

The Mayor’s support for transport investment in the Central Activities Zone, in and 
around town centres and Opportunity Areas as set out in Proposal 78 is welcome. 
Such investment is vital to realise the potential of London’s Opportunity Areas to create 
new homes and jobs in sustainable communities. A perfect example of where transport 
investment could unlock a major opportunity for sustainable growth is at Kensal 
Canalside. Investment in an Elizabeth line station here would create a new 
neighbourhood where public transport use and active travel would be ingrained from 
the start. Peter Brett Associates (with JLL) carried out a Development Infrastructure 
Funding Study for the Council that found the cost of delivering a station would be 
eclipsed by the uplift in development value it would unlock. This would enable a higher 
proportion of affordable housing to be delivered within the opportunity area.

The Council strongly supports Proposal 79, and welcomes the recognition that 
maximising housing delivery must not mean compromising on the quality of place-
making. Clearly the greatest opportunities for additional housing units lie in less 
developed parts of outer London, but a station at King’s Road would also support the 
construction of new homes in an area of high demand.
The Council strongly supports Proposal 84. It is essential that opportunities for new 
stations that would facilitate the delivery of additional homes and jobs be realised. The 
Council has established that the provision of an Elizabeth line at Kensal Canalside 
could allow up to 5,000 additional homes to be delivered in the north of the Borough.

We support Proposal 85 and agree that major transport infrastructure investment must 
be complemented with other transport improvements to ensure that as many people 
and areas as possible can benefit from major investments. 
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The Council supports the provision of additional walking and cycling river crossings at 
appropriate locations. In particular, we support the proposed Diamond Jubilee walking 
and cycling river crossing that would link Battersea to Imperial Wharf. The wording to 
Proposal 89 should be firmer and should indicate that additional walking and cycling 
crossings will be delivered within the lifetime of the plan. 

We broadly support Proposals 91, 92 and 94 and agree that surplus transport land 
should be exploited to deliver additional housing. It is to this end that we are promoting 
the delivery of housing on a disused railway depot at North Pole. Proposal 94 (c) to 
use “public sector funding to deliver smaller-scale transport schemes that help to 
unlock directly the potential for the creation of new homes and jobs, and leverage 
funding for such purposes from other sources” is welcome. However, we question 
whether the qualification “smaller-scale” is necessary or desirable and we recommend 
that those words be removed from the final draft.

We welcome Proposal 95 to promote the improvement of surface links to London’s 
airports, particularly to improve access for our residents to Gatwick Airport. We agree 
that airport operators should pay their fair share towards the costs. 

20) Policy 20 and proposal 96 set out the Mayor’s proposed position on the 
expansion of Heathrow Airport (see pages 248 to 249). 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with this position? Is there anything else that 
the Mayor should consider when finalising his position?

We support Policy 20, the Mayor’s continued opposition to any further capacity 
increases at Heathrow. Provision of additional public transport capacity to serve 
Heathrow should not be to the detriment of non-airport passengers.

CHAPTER 6 – DELIVERING THE VISION 

21) Policy 21 and proposals 97 to 101 set out the Mayor’s proposed approach to 
responding to changing technology, including new transport services, such as 
connected and autonomous vehicles (see pages 258 to 262). 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposed approach? Is there 
anything else that the Mayor should consider when finalising his approach? 

We agree with Proposal 97 that that TfL needs to ensure its payment methods keep 
pace with technological developments. 
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Trials of autonomous vehicles are already taking place across the world. We would 
therefore like to see more in Proposal 101 on what role the Mayor sees they could 
play in London. It is accepted that predicting the future of fast-changing technologies 
is unwise, but a strategic document should at least set out the main opportunities and 
threats presented by a move towards autonomous vehicles. 

We seek better understanding of how TfL plans to monitor the relationship between 
kerb space and demand for car travel (Proposal 98). There is no recognition here that 
the vast majority of kerbside parking and loading activity takes places on borough 
roads. At present, this proposal implies that the Mayor / TfL will tell boroughs what to 
do with their kerbside space – i.e. parking and waiting and loading – which we assume 
is not the intention. It needs to be amended to say that TfL will carry out the research 
and then share with the boroughs so they can make informed decisions regarding local 
parking and kerbside use in consultation with their residents.

22) Policy 22 and proposal 102 set out the Mayor’s proposed approach to ensuring 
that London’s transport system is adequately and fairly funded to deliver the aims 
of the strategy (see pages 265 to 269). 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposed approach? Is there 
anything else that the Mayor should consider when finalising his approach? 

We recognise the challenges for London in being dependent on central Government 
funding for transport, when there are strong pressures elsewhere in the country, but 
much more detail is needed before the Council could reach a formal view on 
devolution.

23) Policies 23 and 24 and proposal 103 set out the proposed approach the boroughs 
will take to deliver the strategy locally, and the Mayor’s approach to monitoring 
and reporting the outcomes of the strategy (see pages 275 to 283). 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposed approach? Is there 
anything else that the Mayor should consider when finalising his approach? 

Officers will respond separately to the consultation on TfL’s Local Implementation Plan 
(LIP) 3 Guidance, but our main concerns are;

 The loss of the £100,000 per borough per year Local Transport Funding to 
support the development and delivery of local transport priorities that also 
satisfy the MTS objectives

 The general level of detailed prescriptive guidance it contains 
 An unwelcome return to the requirement of boroughs to report against a large 

number of very specific delivery indicators that the previous LIP Guidance had 
moved away from at the request of boroughs 

24) Are there any other comments you would like to make on the draft Mayor’s 
Transport Strategy?
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Many of the challenges identified by the draft MTS will require behaviour change on 
the part of Londoners, commuters and visitors. To take one example, in order to 
manage the growth in the number of vans on our roads, there needs to be much 
greater public understanding of the impact of online purchasing decisions, and strong 
encouragement to minimise these impacts by, for example, taking advantage of 
collection services.

It has been clear that the consultation on the MTS has not generated significant media 
attention over the past few weeks, and as a consequence, the opportunity for a debate 
and substantial public engagement has been sadly missed. In the same way, the role 
of cycling schemes in reducing motor traffic and pollution has not been subject to wide-
ranging public discussion, and when boroughs come to implement future cycling 
schemes, we can expect to encounter more objections from those who have not been 
persuaded of the case for increasing the number of people who cycle. The Mayor was 
very successful last year in stimulating a huge amount of debate and media interest in 
the problem of poor air quality. We think a similar debate is needed around congestion, 
which as we have noted elsewhere in the document seems to be of less importance 
in the MTS than we, and our residents, would expect. 

Indeed, while most residents of Kensington and Chelsea would recognise many of the 
challenges set out in the MTS, many would be surprised at how little it has to say about 
the impacts of congestion, which is a prominent feature in correspondence with the 
Council’s Transport and Highways Department. There are other day-to-day transport 
issues raised with us by residents and businesses that are similarly not adequately 
captured in the MTS. For them, Healthy Streets would mean streets that are not 
dominated and sometimes blocked by coaches, large goods vehicles, vehicles 
engaged in basement construction, or the so-called “supercars”.

Another growing concern is the impact on our streets of illegal and obstructive parking 
by vehicles whose drivers remain with the car – making enforcement very difficult. This 
applies to private chauffeurs, drivers of PHVs and in some cases taxis. The final draft 
of the MTS should recognise the impact that such parking activity has on streets, and 
identify possible solutions. 
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